




ORDER 

The complaint and underlying unfair practice charge in Case No. SF-CE-432-M are 

hereby DISMISSED. 

Chair Dowdin Calvillo and Member McKeag joined in this Decision. 
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had recommended these unit modifications to the governing board, and the governing board 

had approved the recommendations. According to the agreements the change in representation 

was effective on April 23, 2006.3 

SEIU and the County were parties to a memorandum of understanding (MOU) effective 

from June 1, 2004 through September 30, 2006. Pursuant to the MOU, Article 7 ("Salary and 

Salary Upon Status Change"), section 1 ("Salary Increase"), set forth a schedule of three salary 

increases of one percent each. These increases were to be granted to all classifications in the 

bargaining unit as an addition to the salary range for each classification. They were to take 

effect on the first day of the pay period beginning April 24, 2005 (pay warrants issue at the end 

of each monthly pay period), January 1, 2006, and September 30, 2006. 

MCMEA and the County were parties to a similar arrangement. One-percent salary 

increases were effective the first full pay period following January 1, 2005, January 1, 2006 

and before September 30, 2006 (the expiration of the term of the agreement).4 

Typically all of the bargaining units negotiate agreements on the same bargaining cycle. 

The County has also maintained uniformity in health insurance premiums for its self-insured 

plan without further bargaining with the various units by reserving the flexibility to increase 

premiums within a specified range. 

 A County document issued subsequently references a governing board action on April 
11, 2006, and indicates this earlier date for the conception of the new unit. The documents 
confirming the creation of the newly formed bargaining unit reference four articles of the 
County's local employee relations ordinance which authorized the change. Those provisions 
were not entered into the record. A County witness testified that the attorneys were moved 
from the existing units by way of a "decertification," though no details or documentation was 
offered confirming that characterization of the change in status. 

4 No official MOU existed for the MCMEA unit, but there was a document setting forth 
terms and conditions for the unit. 
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No. SF-CE-432-M, Mendocino County Public Attorneys Association v. County of Mendocino, 

are hereby DISMISSED. 

Pursuant to California Code of Regulations, title 8, section 32305, this Proposed 

Decision and Order shall become final unless a party files a statement of exceptions with the 

Public Employment Relations Board (PERB or Board) itself within 20 days of service of this 

Decision. The Board's address is: 

Public Employment Relations Board 
Attention: Appeals Assistant 

1031 18th Street 
Sacramento, CA 95811-4124 

(916) 322-8231 
FAX: (916) 327-7960 

In accordance with PERB regulations, the statement of exceptions should identify by 

page citation or exhibit number the portions of the record, if any, relied upon for such 

exceptions. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, § 32300.) 

A document is considered "filed" when actually received during a regular PERB 

business day. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, §§ 32135, subd. (a), 32130; see also Gov. Code, 

§ 11020, subd. (a).) A document is also considered "filed" when received by facsimile 

transmission before the close of business together with a Facsimile Transmission Cover Sheet 

which meets the requirements of California Code of Regulations, title 8, section 32135(d), 

provided the filing party also places the original, together with the required number of copies 

and proof of service, in the U.S. mail. (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, § 32135, subds. (b), (c), (d); see 

also Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, §§ 32090, 32130.) 
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Donn Ginoza 
Administrative Law Judge 




